close eye" so that they would get "rid of the least productive
people". (III-T. 67). V Around the time Overholser transferred
out of the mill maintenance crew (September 1, 1984), Jensen was
asked by the crew about the transfer and they told him they had
"a lot of work".  Jensen told them that he "had been told we
already still have too many people now." (III-T. 134, 148).
Complainant Jones was present at this time (III-T. 134-135).

The decision to terminate Complainant as one of the two to
be laid off in the reduction-in-force was made by Mill Superin-
tendent Nameth with the approval of General Manager Arthur J.
Schwandt, in late August 1984 (III-T. 90, 96, 117-119, 122-124,
156).  The actual date it was determined that Complainant would
be laid off on October 11, 1984, was October 9, 1984 (III-T. 122)
At the time of the layoffs of Complainant and Timko on October 9
and 11, 1984, respectively, Mr. Nameth was the person in manage-
ment's hierarchy who effectively decided to hire, discharge and
layoff employees in the mill maintenance unit <III-T. 60, 96).

In his testimony, Nameth described at length the reasons for
laying off Complainant Jones (and Timko) and the process by which
this decision was reached as follows:

"A. The AR plate where Jones put in more than was necessary?
A. Yes.

Q. That would have been about the twenty-seventh or twenty-
eighth of August.

Q.  How important was that particular incident to you in
reaching a conclusion?

A. fhe importance was that it was becoming apparent that
Jones wouldn't follow instructions.  Also important in the
fact he wasted a lot of expensive AR plate.

Q. When did the incident with the two by four pieces occur?
A. Sometime in July, early August.
Q. And how did you hear about that?

_8/  Although Complainant alleges, and various of the crew who
testified said, that the crew had no "advance notice" of the
layoffs, Nameth's testimony that he told Jensen that two or three
of the crew were to be "cut" is supported by the testimony of one
crew member (Geyer) that there was "hearsay going around" that
there was to be a reduction (II-T. 132).  Also, as noted above,
Ingle conceded he was told when he was hired that there might be
layoffs after things got "going" (II-T. 99).  These two
evidentiary items lend support to Respondent's position.

1645y September 1984 (I-T. 76).
